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DETAILED ACTION 

This office action is responsive to communication filed on 01/1 1/2002. Claimed 
priority is granted from Foreign Application 2001-005469 Filing Date: 01/12/2001. 

Information Disclosure Statement 

1 . The references listsed on the Information Disclosure Statement submitted on 
01/12/2005 have been considered by the examiner (see attached PTO-1449A). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which fomris the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described 
as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to 
be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which 
said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

3. Claims 1-23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Schneider (Schneider), U.S. Patent No. 6,442,549 B1, in view of Hoffberg 
(Hoffberg), U.S. Patent No. 6,850.252 B1. 

Regarding claim 1 , Schneider discloses the invention substantially as claimed. 
Schneider teaches a message reception device {fig. 4A, item 136) comprising: 

message reception means for receiving a message through a network (column 
16, lines 24-65); 

message filter means for screening messages with a valid range including a valid 
range from said received messages {column 25, lines 59-67; column 26, lines 1-6)', 
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However, Schneider fails to specifically disclose positioning means for 
measuring its own current position; message delivery assessment means for selecting 
the message with a valid range In which the measured current position is within the 
valid range; and message delivery means for delivering the message with a valid range 
received by said message reception means or selected by said message delivery 
assessment means to a user. 

In the same field of endeavor, Hoffberg discloses a method to detemnine 
and assess the movement of a device and a means to "calculate efficiency based 
on the position of the device and act accordingly for message reception with 
means for assessment.." [see Hoffberg, column187, lines 15-67; column 115, 
lines 5-67]. 

Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
networking art at the time the invention was made to have incorporated 
Hoffberg's teachings of a method to use a positioning method and means for 
message transmission, with the teachings of Schneider, for the purpose of 
^'offering a Global positioning system technology to assure final delivery to any 
distributed public network.," as stated by Schneider in lines 52-59 of column 33. 
By this rationale claim 1 is rejected. 

Regarding claim 2, the combination Schneider-Hoffberg discloses a message 
reception device as set forth in claim 1, wherein further comprising message storage 
means for storing the message with a valid range [see Schneider, column 21, lines 10- 
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63]. The same motivation tliat is used for the rejection of claim 1 is also valid for claim 2 
[see Schneider, column 33, lines 52-59]. By this rationale claim 2 is rejected. 

Regarding claim 3, the combination Schneider-Hoffberg discloses a message 
reception device as set forth in claim 1 , wherein the screening of the messages with a 
valid range by said message filter means is targeted to the message satisfying a 
predetermined condition [see Schneider, column 21, lines 10-63]. The same motivation 
that is used for the rejection of claim 1 is also valid for claim 3 [see Schneider, column 
33, lines 52-59]. By this rationale claim 3 is rejected. 

Regarding claim 4, the combination Schneider-Hoffberg discloses a message 
reception device as set forth in claim 3, wherein the predetermined condition for 
screening the messages with a valid range by said message filter means is a sender of 
the message with a valid range [see Schneider, column 25, lines 59-67; column 26, 
lines 1-6]. The same motivation that is used for the rejection of claim 1 is also valid for 
claim 4 [see Schneider, column 33, lines 52-59]. By this rationale claim 4 is rejected. 

Regarding claim 5, the combination Schneider-Hoffberg discloses message 
reception device as set forth in claim 2, wherein said message storage means 
comprises clock means, sets a limit of validity to the message with a valid range, stores 
the a limit of validity, and deletes the message with a valid range whose limit of validity 
has been exceeded [see Schneider, column 20, lines 39-58]. The same motivation that 
is used for the rejection of claim 1 is also valid for claim 5 [see Schneider, column 33, 
lines 52-59]. By this rationale claim 5 is rejected. 
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Regarding claim 6, the combination Schneider-Hoffberg discloses a message 
reception device as set forth in claim 1 , wherein the limit of validity of the message with 
a valid range is after a given time period from the time when the message with a valid 
range is stored[see Schneider, column 20, lines 39-58]. The same motivation that is 
used for the rejection of claim 1 is also valid for claim 6 [see Schneider, column 33, lines 
52-59]. By this rationale claim 6 is rejected. 

Regarding claim 7, the combination Schneider-Hoffberg discloses a message 
reception device as set forth in claim 1 , wherein the limit of validity of the message with 
a valid range is the limit indicated in the limit of validity information added to the 
message with a valid range [see Schneider, column 21, lines 10-63]. The same 
motivation that is used for the rejection of claim 1 is also valid for claim 7 [see 
Schneider, column 33, lines 52-59]. By this rationale claim 7 is rejected. 

Regarding claim 8, the combination Schneider-Hoffberg discloses a message 
reception device as set forth in claim 1 , wherein assessment within the valid range by 
said message delivery assessment means is performed whether the measured own 
current position is within a predetermined radius centered on a center position of the 
valid range [see Schneider, column 34, lines 22-63]. The same motivation that is used 
for the rejection of claim 1 is also valid for claim 8 [see Schneider, column 33, lines 52- 
59]. By this rationale claim 8 is rejected. 

Regarding claim 9, the combination Schneider-Hoffberg discloses a message 
reception device as set forth in claim 2, wherein said message filter means delivers the 
message by said message delivery means when receiving the message, and stores the 
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message with a valid range specified by the user in said message storage means[see 
Schneider, column 21, lines 10-63; column 22, lines 1-51]. The same motivation that is 
used for the rejection of claim 1 is also valid for claim 9 [see Schneider, column 33, lines 
52-59]. By this rationale claim 9 is rejected. 

Regarding claim 10, the cornbination Schneider-Hoffberg discloses a message 
reception device as set forth in claim 1 , wherein said message delivery means assesses 
whether a pointer infomiation is included in the message with a valid range, obtains the 
information pointed to by the pointer information when the pointer information is 
included, and delivers the obtained information to the user [see Hoffberg, column 188, 
lines 8-50]. The same motivation that is used for the rejection of claim 1 is also valid for 
claim 10 [see Schneider, column 33, lines 52-59]. By this rationale claim 10 is rejected. 

Regarding claim 11, the combination Schneider-Hoffberg discloses a message 
reception device as set forth in claim 1 , wherein said message delivery means is a 
device separated from a main body of the message reception device [see Schneider, 
column 16, lines 24-65]. The same motivation that is used for the rejection of claim 1 is 
also valid for claim 1 1 [see Schneider, column 33, lines 52-59]. By this rationale claim 
11 is rejected. 

Regarding claim 15, the combination Schneider-Hoffberg discloses a message 
reception method as set forth in claim 12, wherein the message with a valid range is 
stored by setting a limit of validity to the message with a valid range, and the message 
with a valid range whose limit of validity has been exceeded is deleted [see Schneider, 
column 21, lines 10-67]. The same motivation that is used for the rejection of claim 1 Is 
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also valid for claim 15 [see Schneider, column 33, lines 52-59]. By this rationale claim 
15 is rejected. 

Regarding claim 21 , the combination Schneider-Hoffberg discloses a program 
for receiving messages which controls a computer to perform message reception 
processing, comprising the functions of: 

a function of receiving a message through a network [see Schneider, column 16, 
lines 24-65\', 

a function of screening messages with a valid range including a valid range from 
the received messages [see Schneider, column 25, lines 59-67; column 26, lines t-6]; 
and 

a function of storing a screened message with a valid range in a message 
storage unit [see Schneider, column 25, lines 59-67; column 26, lines t-6], and 

delivering a message which was not screened to a user [see Hoffberg, column 
143, lines 47-67; column 144, lines 1-56\. 

Regarding claim 22, the combination Schneider-Hoffberg discloses a program 
for receiving messages which controls a computer to perform message reception 
processing, comprising the functions of: 

a function of measuring its own current position [see Hoffberg, column187, 
lines 15-67; column 115, lines 5-67]; 

a function of selecting a message with a valid range for which the measured 
current position is in its valid range from the messages with a valid range [see 
Schneider; column 25, lines 59-67; column 26, lines 1-6\\ and 
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a function of delivering the selected message with a valid range to a user [see 
Schneider; column 25, lines 59-67; column 26, lines 1-6\. The same motivation that is 
used for the rejection of claim 1 is also valid for claim 22 [see Schneider, column 33, 
lines 52-59]. By this rationale claim 22 is rejected. 

Regarding claim 23, the combination Schneider-Hoffberg discloses a program for 
receiving messages which controls a computer to perform message reception 
processing, comprising the functions of: 

a function of receiving a message through a network [see Schneider, column 16, 
lines 24-65\] 

a function of screening messages with a valid range including a valid range from 
the received messages [see Schneider, column 25, lines 59-67; column 26, lines 1-6\\ 

a function of storing the screened message with a valid range in a message 
storage unit, and delivering a message which was not screened to a user [see Hoffberg, 
column 143, lines 47-67; column 144, lines 1-56] 

a function of measuring its own current position [see Hoffberg, column187, lines 
15-67; column 115, lines 5-67]; 

a function of selecting the stored message with a valid range for which the 
measured current position is in its valid range [see Schneider, column 25, lines 59-67; 
column 26, lines 1-6]\ and 

a function of delivering the selected message with a valid range to a user[see 
Schneider, column 25, lines 59-67; column 26, lines 1-6]. The same motivation that is 
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used for the rejection of claim 1 is also valid for claim 23 [see Schneider, column 33, 
lines 52-59], By this rationale claim 23 is rejected. 

Similar Claims 

4. Claim 12 lists all the same elements of claim 1, but in method form rather than 
device form. Therefore, the supporting rationale of the/ejection to claim 1 applies 
equally as well to claim 12. 

Claim 13 lists all the same elements of claim 3, but in method form rather than device 
form. Therefore, the supporting rationale of the rejection to claim 3 applies equally as 
well to claim 13. 

Claim 13 lists all the same elements of claim 3, but in system form rather than method 
form. Therefore, the supporting rationale of the rejection to claim 3 applies equally as 
well to claim 13. 

Claim 14 lists all the same elements of claim 4, but in system form rather than method 
form. Therefore, the supporting rationale of the rejection to claim 4 applies equally as 
well to claim 14. 

Claim 16 lists all the same elements of claim 6, but in system form rather than method 
form. Therefore, the supporting rationale of the rejection to claim 6 applies equally as 
well to claim 16. 

Claim 17 lists all the same elements of claim 7, but in system form rather than method 
form. Therefore, the supporting rationale of the rejection to claim 7 applies equally as 
well to claim 17. 
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Claim 18 lists all the same elements of claim 8, but in system form rather than method 
form. Therefore, the supporting rationale of the rejection to claim 8 applies equally as 
well to claim 18. 

Claim 19 is substantially the same as claim 9, and is thus rejected for reasons similar 
to those in rejecting claim 9. 

Claim 20 lists all the same elements of claim 10, but in system form rather than method 
form. Therefore, the supporting rationale of the rejection to claim 10 applies equally as 
well to claim 20. 
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Conclusion 



5. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from examiner 
should be directed to Jude Jean-Gilles whose telephone number is (571) 272-3914. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Thursday and every other Friday 
from 8:00 AM to 5:30 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David Wiley, can be reached on (571) 272-3923. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (703) 305-3719. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 305- 
3900. 

Jude Jean-Gilles 
Patent Examiner 
Art Unit 2143 

JJG 

February 21, 2005 ^^-^ y 
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